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oor results rot a reading comprehension, prior. knowledge, and ah 


ee Abstract. 


* . 2 = iL ; e : oe Lait 


The relationship hetween’ ‘text organization ony chLidrens 


aie en a 
: * 


coupretiension of expository material was. Investigated. ten. 


; ae 


organization aadspulattond: involved macrostructures as out Lined - 


eee, a ot 


in Peters (975; -1976) and, Frayer. Fretttek, and. lausneter. 1969). 


and mlerogtructures as described tn Davison ‘arid Kantor (1982). 4 


Upgraded and doungratied versions ot both. nacro~ and en. 2 


microstructures were coubined to. produce four’ texts on the. topic ~ 


“of? Insect-eat ing “plantas Each of ‘the 43, seventh-grads students: 


cy 


attending, i: midwestern university-afftiiated laboratory school 


Beye th e 


were randaaty -assigived to one of, the, Four, text: ‘conditions: “The 


—- 
‘ . 


Anderson-Freebody verebalary test: (Anderson 8 Freebody., 1981), 


were used as pretede measures. The. various ‘posttest, measures: 


~! 
a. ‘ 


were “designed to be: ‘sensitive. ce particular, text: structure | 


* 


- nanspulations. Aa analysis: of covariance us ing a “filerarchial 


“regression Peehn que ‘suggests. that student benefte froa re din 


+ 


vA anyetad, of factors, have been found. co influence’ reading ie 
_ comprehension. Text organizatios or structure hag, bec ‘suggested 


to influence, both reading ‘conprehension and kecall, Meyers 19770, 


- 1ST. Taylor, 1982). Tens structure has’ been ‘broken’ doun into 


_ v 


Be 


twa | tia jor categories, macrostructure and? ‘alerostructure. 
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bext “information. Yacroszruceure « aida the read 


“Lnfgtmacton mote: “nenorable eyer, 197}, 9% 


71975). < ee 


“F 


‘The ndtion ‘that e aeneseiviey ¢ to. text structure plays. an. 


reséacchy (My ca a. randt, & Biich, 1980; Tajlof, 1980, 1982). 


\. 


Taylor (1982) has fond that childréi who. fati to. denonstrate 


ey sensitivity xo text structure appear to. ‘remenber Less, of what 


ae 


rae 


they have read ‘chan chliarert he do demonstrate this sensitivity. 


“Frayer, 19795 Voelker, Sorenson & Rayer, 1971) ‘support. “the a 


hypothesis that an analysis of a concept in terms: of tts 


-ateetbutes, examples, and relat jonghip to other concepts is 


4 


use eful. “An. specifying, what concepts, are atid age note 


’ 


r 


. of concept analysis alo aids readers in. uaderstanding the sya 


variability among concepts. ee 


Peters. (1975- -1976) Livestigaced the: effect of systematic 


sa 
restructurteg, of” exposttory text” ‘on regders! comprehension within. 


the Frayer-macrostructure framework. The: experiment. attempted ee 


ig! 
ascertain whether: texts written gecoeatng. fo, the ‘Prayer model of 


ERIC. 
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a9 - 
“consideratéaeds” “Kantor, 1980); 4 ee uhether a “considerate. 
noone » shen . ” 
text “atly. compensate for a ‘student! 8 lack of prior, knowledge. If. 


80, then we ‘should hed ‘that’ the gap ‘between knowledgeable and 


7 


sai knowledgeable, students! comprehension ccs narrower, ‘in 


” ~ 


: 13. “Ay research... First, we. were . iardlgaiet in the fact hint both 


“good, ‘and poor readers,, wetLiztng material structured according to 


. 


“the Frayer et. ale (1969) model, had a. higher degree of 


“-eolipretenston. than good and. poor readers. who read) text. that was 


5 ‘ 
y : Reo pe ew 


_nethodology by ‘cofotdertag, che Ant Lughee of text x dretactey 
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“study. - toca of geven subjects were \renoved. Fron the: study - ie. 


six. for misaing prem. OF. posttest ‘Measurkay.aad:« one - ‘non-native 


student, for ‘apparent ‘Lariguage ateetottlens Scores & fron the. 


A 


owe Test. of Basic. Skills (4975), A. Oey subtest, scores. for 


vocabulary and reading conpzchenston, ‘vere) obtained and used’ as a 


\. 
“measure. of ‘general: ‘reading ability.” ‘Subjects retained to the 


“present, study had a. range of ‘grade equivalent, scores on ‘the: 


4 


_ Feadiog comprehension subtest between de 6 to iz 0 with a pean of 
8. 4 and standard deviation of Ls 9.5 No atgatftcant differences: 
¢ oo, ° . . &, ae 
bétvieen experimental conditions were: + fant oh ‘eapect ‘to any. of 
i : ae ne 


students" ' Fontifartty. wich fnsect eating plants.» The. teat a Pg es 


conta’ ced of, five questions, fron three ‘question categories: 


genetal tople, Lizeral, and: ‘inferential. General. topte: questions 


“were designed to assess studente’ generat knowledge: of? planta. 
. te ae Hy 


tteral, and inferential questions flere| designed. to assess. 
Me i oe : eee ee 


a students" level of understanding of ingect~eating plants. 2 


‘Text Materials. | Four texts, “1250-1800 wards in Length, were. a 7 


‘generated ia order ta compare che, differential contrtbutions of 


vhs os 


bots macro and, mlerosteueture on. feadtig ‘comprehension. ache Ess 
a) tes 


Gonaequentty,, four. texts. 


“version OF. macro- or ateron care Fes 


"y 
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" ppectite‘characteéiaticn (eras ‘geqgraphic location te: ao : 


“urtelevant attrtbuté. of the habitat concept” since Angect-eating 


oer ee 
“fot ali Apsect=eat ing’ taney ). Arrelevant _avtefbutes;, ot 


“h 7 
= _ 


shoe ” ee Sees 


a 


oe? 4 


4 
” 


Plaats 3 may be | found ta any different places), (cd. examples, or 


/ representations of concepts that. show. relevant attribute 28. Cees 


color ang, scent “are exaaple s of allurenent teatures’ of Insect 
jee 


eating plants), (a) gonexanples, or representations of cone septa. 


that: Tack: relevant atcetbures: as the face: that some green 


pope Oens : 


phant use color “and odor to discourage intruders 13° a. | sonexanple - 


» 


of now insect-eating ‘prants. use: ‘those features), and’ fe) 


es 


: ” 


‘related goneebes,, Or the butlding” oF. herarchial. coucept. 


“structures: lege the. fact ‘that Ansoce eating plants get 


features, constspent ee 


combed -, 


ae with, ‘the Frayte sodel and” Davison. ‘aod: Me 


tor? 2. work. ‘Macro anid 


* 


_ptcresccucture features were downgs eed | £0 produce the other 
three’ text versions. wo, ae . Sy _ 


F . 
ear meres > a : a. 


“Macrostructure was downgraded by syatéaatical ly ekintnat Lug. ge, de 


« 


che instances. a the following featurés:. ‘Lere Levant: attributes, 
examples, nonexanples; and rela ced concepts. The following - 

- ke 7 gf 
excerpts Hiwerrate some of the macrostructure differences se 


% 


between ‘the FeDy aud Fri cext-verstons. These” are asosanbed Ln 


fdaten (1) and (ay respectively. 7 = : oe Se Saf oS 
20 Sea hase ateias plants depend on a partial diet of y ere 
a “insects for nourishment, the capture cannot be hitror-misa. 4 ok oo " 
- Anecteating, plants laure = chetr. victias by ‘Bone aire eeans 


of attraction based upon a tempt ing scent, color, on a oe 


; * combinar ton of. veent and color. For: example, some varieties 
ae ; e 


trogrance of violets, 


‘. 


of insect-eating plants give off 


“roses, or honey. Other species radLate: “sparkling red. 


colors. 


an ‘contrast, to some + green plants cB ‘that, une, color and 


“) deletion of clause connectives to split oneiseqtetice into tw 


oe ee ee ee pe eee. RGxe, Structore ~ 


we 
« 


Cb} deletion of content eoaneet ive toforsat ton to shorten 

fe ttences, and (¢) change point-of -wtes ky. reaoving any direct 
“second=pet son references to the reader. Examples (3) and (4) 
{illustrate the changes employed to F+tD- and F-D- bext versions 
‘tien these rules vere applied to the F*b+ and FP-D+ ceubee 


: 


respectively. 
‘. (3) Tnsectwoat ing plants depend ad ae patcial diet of ‘insects for 
nourishment. The capture pant be ieetenens Teee plants 
lure theirs victins by some sure neans of attraction. They use 
la tumptiug seent, color, a combination of scent and color. 


Sone varieties of insect-eating plants give off the fragrance 


¥ 
7 7 j 


we of violets, rqses, ar horney. Other species radiate sparkling 
Yad colors. Some7 green plants use cokor and odor to discourage 
aa intcuders. The survival of insect-eating plants depends on 


their capactty to attract prey. (F+D~)- ~ . a a ee 


La ° ‘ x < ha ; i 
ra (+). These plants lure/their victima by some sure means of attraction. 


‘ 


They use a tempting scent, color, or a combination of scent and 


. olec. The survival of an insect-eating plant depends on its ‘ 


a) ey + : ~ ae 


.~ Capacity co attract prey. (F-b-) 


Postcests, A number of postfests were produced’ to assess 
* ' students" comprehension of the text they read. The tests were 
. . Pe, * ; % yt E “< 


- . . : « 


“ 


administered ir the following order?. (a) 7 open-ended questions 
: ; : . , * +. mee 7 : : 


keyed to ere nev ay an tornet eon coftalned in the Prayer model 


% 
4 @ 


manipulations, <b) 15 age ia chotee- questions keyed to 


taformation involved ia the nferostructure manipulations, and te) 


* 


* e 


1 blank information matrix to assess aacro~ and ail cro- - 


“en eText ‘Strycture 0°. 
a ae 2 


santpalacions. Seven open-ended ques tions were “formvlated cs 
assess the impagt of Frayer model “alterations of text on readers’ 
comprehenston of informftton: | The quéstiant were based’ on. 

~ Peet, ee 
information csommon to att versions of ee text, and focused on 
the method of concept definition for each pregeatation of the eo 
concepts habitat, allurement, saeragnatn: and digestion: Six of | 
the seven questions were designed to assess concept learning | 
about spectiie cae plants /(i.e., Venus Flycrap, Sundew,. = . 
Pitcher Plant), and dne questtoan vas Sarived from the a 
introductory paragraph {n each text. Yor example, in order to 
respond correctly to the questton “What facts about the Venus 
Flytrap led sctenetats to believe chat insects’ are attkacged ‘to. 
this planet by both color and scent?” students must know the 


concept of allurement eae che Venus Flytrap and the related 


| TonGeee of entrapment. Aa information appeared in a a richer, v 


more highly structured context (Frayer et abv $969) in the two ye = 


Fe texts than {t did im the-t@o F~ texts.” Thus, the only - : ’ 


difference between the aed and -F-"rext vetstonswas the amount of 


organization “each text type contained. 
cu ma 


in order co assess the effect of changes: in cext 


alcrostructure, on reacers! concept learning, a ‘LS-tten qmileiple 


choice posttest, consist ing of both factual and inferential 


questions, was ‘devised. Ten ‘of the 15 questions. deat _ ‘ 
~ ty 
apecifically with nicrostructure alte cstions: focusing Petmartly 


~ 


on caueal~condit tonal connectives common to oad four. versio 8 of See 
aa a ; 
“the texte (Davison Sipceat 1). “For example: 


- cigs Meee ee Bac Gece Does pee te 
a i e - * * se. . es : c . ne . sai ; 23 i t sie 
. « +. # ~ “ ~ aoe : 
4 . . ok « i o ; 
z _ hee = rexe Structure 
oe -, . a ON L2A 
: * ; o Yy ae 
¢ . » ny é ~ 
a . 7 . : ~ t. :. ‘ : i 
eo - _ > My : . 


Phctugh ivse lreo: “What happens when an insect lands on the 
a a. 


: . side ot the Pitener Plange's tube?” 
Answers "Lt glides down Che cubes". | > 
at e, ‘ 2 ’ . . : 
Interential Test Ltemiec “Lnsect-eating plants could be killed ‘ 
i e es * o 


df most easily by using tuo much:” 


7 


Answer: *" Insecricide.” ed a p Ps . 
‘ ae en, ae F rt Ps - 
The questlon-answer rejationships tor these 10 items were 
SRPLIERE in the F+ versions and implicit in the F- versions... The : 
= ‘ . : s 


remaining tkve questions were selected randomly from the pretest 


‘av eeen Subtest 2). 


The tinal postcest, an information matrix, was constructed 


, ‘» to détermine tne effect of macro~ and microstructure 


ih ; cant, Z 


oe 


_ “Ss. mand gulations .on students" ability to organize specitic factual 


The matrix consisted of three- 
Se eget o - ' “S “a : , ; , J 
. » kews Labeled with the nahes of the three insect-eating plants 


ites Tak af 


“discussed ti* the text, and five columns Labeled with five concept 


* - 


nines (habitat, abturement, Snrrapnent, digestion, 4nd gp eas 


“faces sobealatne to Ingect-eating plants and each or the five 7 Dae 


Cancepe areas weve Listed below the matrix. Correct choices were a oo 
interspersed with distractors. Distractors were | items that were” _ . 

“pekevane to plants in yenerai but not specific to" Anseet-eating ne 
plants Ceeges tendra), Distractors bps mainly used’ to ‘prevent: 


any wild guessing. stants were asked to match’ facts with ‘plant 


4 as 


Ce test Structu@es 


and concept names. by. weiting the numbers of the facts in os 


‘apptopriace squares.’ > 7° oe 
. Procedure > +" ¢ : te a - 
oo So eee. : -.% _ : « 
Both precests (i.e., the Anderson-Freebody Vocabulary: Test 
aes Le all 


“and the Prior ‘knowledge. teat constructed for te expe¥{ment) were 


administered two days before studegts tead che ‘Texte Students 


« ’ 


Wer given a brief. description ‘of the pretests ‘a well. as an 
Introduction to. the written ingeryetione for each test. 
+ After the pretests were administered, students | wgre informed that 
they would be reading padtages dealing with the foute of” insect~ 
‘eating plants. Speeretvar hes students were tances at the 
outset that (a) the purpose cfs this study was to help teachers, 


textbook writers and publishers understand. how students learn 


from textbogks, Cb): they would read one of four different Te gy 
‘ * . ak 
' “vers Lons of the text, (c) che macecial should-be read. at-the rate . | 


‘at which they normally read, (d) rereading or referring sback to 
the text would nat be al lowed once they had indicated they, were are 


finished reading, (e): they would be ‘given fie: tgpks to: complete 


y 


Maren varied in length and .dbtfleuley, and (é) they should raise OES 


PHEte hand as soon 43 they Finished reading: and. upon completion : 


Me mt 


of each al Each student read ide: text version: and then - 


. 


completed a series ‘OF posttests: during a a SO-atnute periods i ne 


‘~ ‘Subjects were also told that ‘some of - then sight fund pares 


of the natertal ai ffteult to. read and ‘chat: 46 ‘hey. found a: word 
eae ee 
they. did. not Know, they « should. ery ‘thelr beet te figure out, the eee: 


* 


ie : a4 7 . . - ” ; - _ . . a a " a 3 vy 14. ; ; : 


= e ‘ 


meaning and continue reading. ‘This instruction was used to 


approximate an independent reading situation. 
Scoring. Ali test measures, except the seven open-ended. 


lo 


questions and the ‘information matrix, were scored as correct or 
tncorrect. Several steps were followed ka scoting the seven 
apagremted questions keyed to the Frayer ssitel ee 
First, a cunplate was established for determining correct ae 


responses to the on Second, referring to. the template, the: 


e 
ee ” oe 


information contained iu each respbnse was ‘placed ‘in ‘one. of. the: 


& 4. 3 t 


following categories: (a) a correct verbatim response or 


paraphrase of information found in the renin () a cbrcect bat 


4, 
J 


partial angwet ora paraphrave of the appropriate text 
: Lnformation, Co)” a logical” response noe derived from information 


‘ 


Fouid ine the text, (4) an incorrect response derived from 


” i information found in the text, and ée) an incorrect response not 


* Mertved, teen information found in. the texte IN response was) 


44 


it ae ptaced, fa che éirst category. ue the. ‘exntent. words chat eas of 


represented arguments - -or relationa were “synonyaous with the words. * 


= 


used in the reuplate. | A response which omitted arguments: or 


hee 


‘relations | was placed: in the “second, ¢ category. Responses which cae 


were. Logical in fore but. ‘could no. ‘be Unked tol 


contained’ ta, the template. were. | placed. to ‘the chica | category. The 


fourth and fact: ‘categories: conta! ied responses that vere 


poe: deviactons ‘trom the text: Incorrect responses chat ‘coul “be 
. a Ze bach! 
. Linked to “he template, and incorrect reponses. that. could’ no be . 


Mnked to the e kemprate. Aq tntorJudge agrevwent 0 97% Was. 


cies 


ue 


to es ea - 


~ 


_attalned.among three judges; all disagreements were settled in 


* 


cane rence. 


a 


ae peas Slag iat iiss. 


The information matrix was scored in- the aaa: ma nt rs 


both correct mespanacs aud. types: a were determined.. The i 
different. etror types were? sar plant confusions: (ese, 
identifying Pitcher Plant as uniquely tndtgenous. to North and 
Souch Carolina, when ‘this is on Ly true of. the Naous Plyerap), (b> 
“concept confusions (eee facntttying reddish Soler as a means of 


digest Lon ane the vegus flyerep), Ce) both plant and concept 


confusions Coe tdonct tying “passive” as an attribute of chow 


* oo Bhe aundew digests insects), . and (d) selecting a fotl fren’ (ege, 


tundra does not belong to any concept or plant). Thus, ‘the ‘: 


” 


information proddced. ‘subscores: for correct résponses and for four 


‘ error categories. 


Data 1 Ansys ; 
- The design ylelded several ‘status. “valtables which: could fe 


ae to | complete & thie: posttesto. ALL tof fe were Likely 


“verbal. ability measures would ‘explain. as auch variance as the: 


a 


“composites As ad vble. checks. regressions using just the 


hnderson-Frrebody vocabulary test Versus. all status variables 


were run. “After the ‘AndersonpFreebody. test score had been 


t 


“entered, no “other status variable added a otgni ft cant amount of” 


explanatory power to ‘the. ‘regression squation. Henee we decided 


to usé- the Anderson-Freebody. vocabulary test score as | the single 


index of pre-experimental verbal ability 3 tn any subsequent 


= ry 


analysis. Te should ‘be renembered. tliat the ‘Anderson-Freebody 


vocabulary. test. “contains both » genecal and sententcepseitie 


) 
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When: intersections: were: age ‘significant, “the? matin: effects of 


: the Andecson-Freebody Vocabulary Test and. che: contrast were i ot , 


. 


evaluated jwanbiguously- “Mnen Interactions were ‘signttteant, a” 


“agsondary analysis mas tonducted, In ‘the ‘secondary enalyses, 
. peparere regression equatione were ‘computed, for each level of the | 


. 


-eontrast, using the Andezsoa-Freebody Vocabulary Test. al a. 


9 7% 


predictor vartable for the “appropriate dependent ‘measure. We ‘then a 4 


* 


pa e” 


attempted: to explain the Interactions. in terms, of the: 


“dlfferential slopes of various separate cegression, Linea. ee | = sing Be 


vO bits ei yaaa . aie fae tas = z : 


ea : “Results ie aes atone is 
pee ee ; 2 HI am Teememecrtremmnedl oe . ‘ fan a : aos 


” 


ee Our, iniedal data analyses. provided « a number “of ‘Hladings ehat 


7 could’ not be explatned Cerges Contrast 3 x x Anderson~Freebody . oe 


-seore negative interactions). whitch Led us: to. adepect possible. 


“outliers ia our: data. As we ‘suspected, van outiter was cee 


Tie @ arcicuto auhjee | fad “one “of. the lowest 


6 covered 


o.. 
RIC 


The only analyses which tutned out to be stat (sticai ly 


(significant involved two. of -three comprehension Inde’. = A 


general observation across all three main enalyees is: tifa the 


ra a 


finderson-Preebody variable ‘accounted for. the Lion! 8 share, of the S. 


. 


variance in. each case: -Frayer-naero * est. bd 33%, ‘Davison-alero- 


Subtest de = 40%, ‘Information Matrix = 304K. This is to be” expected 


since the test. note “only measiires ‘general ‘verbal ability bat also 


7 


. includes an aséeasment of know edge of: epecific terms re the 
‘passages ead by all students. eee : se ae a os, Bh ae 


* 
’ 


The ‘regression analysis for the Frayer-macro test (see Table! 


3) yielded two statistically significant effects. Ta edition to. 


| the: Anderson-Preebody effect, Contrast, a Geers, Fe VSe, “Bey was 


hoe eM nga tae 


found: to” ‘be. sigetfteant,, coxplataing 6% of. the variances 


“Regardless of verbal ability Ey: ‘students. adi Feta versions 


ee ee tars Rae ee ee Ae ee ‘ 
' af 3 eae ; 


‘reasons: Ga) the test “Was nok. ‘sdnaitive enough . to. measure the. Fes Bas A: 


v 24 ‘¢ 


implemented alerostructure manipulations, oF (o), microstructure . 
3 .« Lous . _ a a 


aanipulations do not play a ‘ctuctal rte tn memorial “eee 8 7 ae 


comprehension of expository text. : = ices - | 
ees . ¥ . at ; 7 = 8 z P ok t 
* .  ohenteaieetaelentenasnaintecetemetebeteeteedaniematetetod - 


.? 


- . Insert: Table 4 -about here. 


> “Seen se 8m wr at a eo me —e 


moe ee 


BV; 
‘The. last: regression analysis Gee Table 5) for’-seores on thé 
Tnforwat ton Matrix, yielded the usual ‘Anderson-Freebody: effect — Jo 
and, a main effect’ ‘for Contrast . “flaining, 14% OF the varianse. oe 


‘The ‘ettect. for. Contrast 1 indicates thet, Aa general, ‘grudenta 


ERIC 


carat 
cam 


_ Didgusston 


we 


ae i" These data permit. eértain Limtged “conglustons. about: the . 


. re 


— effects of text algerations upod different indices. ob: 


bebe 


comprehension. as courses tie dominant effect. in. the whole, set 
cd of analyses ts the powerful effect, ‘of verbal ability con all theee. wo 


main ‘indices of comprehension. The “other, pervasive result ‘was ee 


» + ° 


the Contrast: . effect for Both the Frayer-aacro test. and she’ 


’ 


Informatica’ 


acrix. These results suggest that the Frayer-nacro 


manipulations ‘layed. a: role in text -compretiension for véaders . 


=e 
varying ability. « ‘Spectfically, chey suggest ‘that providing. 
‘students with examples, relevant attetbutes, and explicit inter~ 


> 


category. compar sons Cees, ‘unkike rhe Venus. Flytrap, the a oiaee 


im 
. 


Fe 


ts* 


Sunde . oak Sod 9 chem organize clue cof ‘related and. 


0 | 
ERIC 


JA Fuirtoxt Provided by ERIC 


C 
ERIC 


{A Fuit Text Provided by ERI 


te Netinen, 1981). tee eeeal: Hattas he fuinner Ta ‘ite 


“ideas are “expressed. in terms. Ob: microst scture. variables: does. noc. 


”- 
. 2 ra 


chide a: pase a significant . Ampac: on ‘children’ 8 reading - ° 


- comprenensony . i : — ve - ot 7 


Tite main. Finding oF the , benefit cf ‘gonsiderate : 


* 


nacrostrusture appears. Not to be in complete agreement. aith some 


recent. Fesearch. Paylor: and Samiels. (1923), have found that : egg 


readers who. were unaware. oe text structure did not. reeatl any 


“more. Anfornatiow-frew a wellndefthed text Shap they. dtd: trom 


serambled passages. The ‘findings of the present ‘study’ appear to. : 


be inconsistent, wich ‘Taylor ‘and. Samuel's. findings sinc | four data 


_denonstrated a ‘significant ebfect for. the. Pe versus’ fe 


comparison, indteating hat all readers (regardless o£. verbal. 


abtiity), benefited. from a considerate tants While a csi of 


xe we 


they. produce ‘on. thete own” a u3}. 


menting ey 


ia Hs say ind 96 reveal’ a f inugrtdesst? Nanuted) 


os eee og 


general, verbal. ability, cand: Prayer vest. verforuance, che trend’ of 


es for 


oe diainishing beneftt/as, yerbal_ ability inéreage is rorevorthy: /_ 
"This trend suggest chat ‘students of low yérbal ‘ability. ‘ean > o ae 


benefit most frod a. well-defined text. | ~ Rurther, the relative 
é 


sof 4, 


. . at df grey ie : : 
“benerte from’ reading a veil defined text ‘decreases’ with =e oa 


” 


(faa eee 7 oe 
tnereasing verbal. sonal This sens to SuEgesy, that there is. ke 


a” 
aed : 
get Cay _« 


oon ide 


comprehend a tere: in pute of sme organtzational aS 


a 


terme 


use: text structures cs seal ne stern (0) ar 


ee Thus, there: are’ other, text. vartables ‘unten. should ‘be: * 
Per 2 (hee? Re ae 
considered tn conjunetion with rext organization in auudies of 


a ee 2 
_, Ss . het 


this kind.. Even thotugh here. ‘dre “atfterencés between thes predesr 


. 


a \study and studies. peattoned above, chet results, can be. compared, 
eo : soa) 


on the issue of text ‘otgantZatton. The. ‘evidence presented ‘ta. 


Hees studies’ jeens to suggebe: hat ae addition, tO seaaietvtty ¢ to 


- text: structure, ‘students need | a { rudtaentary set: of skills 4a 


tea 


order: to deat with a cext effectively. a ee. os 


“The present data shouldvalso help ‘those. who’ be 


Ses ee 


= renee: students. “Overabh: Lenget (he longer texts ee pie 7 


on 


may not be as erttteal. as ave Heurtstiea f ane 


C 


te er ee eke 1 ¥exe Structure 
24 . 


References 


Arsbruster, BeBe, & Anderson, TeAe (1984). Producing 


“considerhkte™ ex 
oatenemneh eae mene 


asitory text: Gr eas ie denned. 
hard writing. (Reading Education Report No. 46). Urbana: 
Center for the Srudy of Reading, tiniversity of Iflinols. 

Sa ea hee, & Preabody, Pe (1981). Vocabulary. knowledge. In - . : 
Fa @urhrte. (Sdn) Lompeohesalon and teaching: “Roseareh 
© ‘Rebteus’ (pp. 7¥*117). Newark, DE: International Reading — ‘ ie | 

" Assoctation. — —_ _ TR 
yevidan, Ak & Kantor, R. (1982). -On the failure of readability 
pad 138. zo cefine readable texts: “A case study from 


| oo a i t. « 


= adaptations.” peodtng Research Quarterly, 17€2), 187-209,» 
‘Franke, Je, Vye, Neda, Auble, P.M, Mezynski, Rede, Perfetto, 


GeAi, Bransford, J.0., Stein, 8,S., & Littlefield, J. (1982). 0S 


Learning from explicit and inphicte texts. Journal of 


‘Experimental PeychoLogy : General y-11(4), 414-622, | ee 
Pavers DAs, Fredrick, W. Coy, & Klausneter, Wed. (1969). A scenema © = | ; ie 


oot La 


. for eating the level of concept mastery. Madison: wisconsin 2 


ny 


Research | and Development, Center for. cogdttive L Learaing. 


eae e Working Paper ‘No. 16) : fs ee eee 


_Freebody, Pay & Anderson, Recs (198). Effects of: vocabuliity 


atrtteuley, text. cohesion, and’ ‘echema avatlobility on. reading 


Pas compréhenstons Seeding Research, h-quarterty, 1830s 277-2948 


* 


7 Mandler, .J.M., & Johnson, N.S. (1977). Rememberance of things parseds—m 


a Bede seis (1977b).«° What is rémenbered from. prose: A function. Lbs 


ee ae ae oe ee Be gt ON Mae # - Text Structure - 


Golub, L.S., Fredrick, W., Nelson, Ney & Frayer, DB. (1971). 
Selectionaad analysis of language arts concepts for pnetacion” 
in tests of concept attainment. Madison: Wisconsin Research 
and Seisiabeont Center for Cognitive Learning. . (Working Paper 
No. 59). . | | 


lowa Test of Basic Skills. (1975). Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin. 


Kantor, RN. (1978). Anomaly, tnconsiderateness, and linguistic 


: _ competence. tn B, Lance & BD. Gulstad (Eds.), Papers from 


Tt ee Re tet remem 8 teem me PHN sete Warts mtn Nene * 


"the 1977 MLdrAnortenn Linguist ie Conference. Columbia:® 
University of Missouri. — wr. 
Kintsch, W., & van Dijk, TA. (1978). Toward a model of text 


comPrehension and productton,. Psychological Review, 85, 
363-394. "8 | 


t as 


’ 


Story atructure and recall. Cognitive Psychology; 9,- LMI-151.) wh, ee 


“. 


Markle, S.M., & Tiemann, P.W. (1969). Really understanding concepts: ae 
Or in. z rumious pursuit of the jabberwock. Champaign, IL: Stipes. - eS 


Meyer, BJF. (19774). The ‘structure of prose: Effects on learning © . epee 


° 
+ 


and lew implications for educational practice, In BGs otis, oe Be 


Anderson} R. Spiro, é. WeE. Hontague (Eds.), Schooling and the 


_acqutsteton of knowledge (PP. 179-200). MiLtedate, Nit pte. 


of passage structitre. In RO, Freedle (ea, de Discourse 


Product ton and conprahengton, (pee 3075329). Vo... le eS 


“Norwood, NJ “Ablexe 


oo “Degext: Strueture= 00: 
ae 


ou 


Meyer, 8J., Brandt, D.H., & Bluth, GJ. AUB «: Use of author's 
textual eshema: Key for ninth grader's comprehension. Reading 


~ 


Research qsarterly, 16(1), 72 2-103. : a z 
Neilsen, AR. (1981), An investigation of the volacieuship of = 
cohesion to linguistic parelag? discourse’ structure and 2 
‘ - content familiarity. In M. Kamil (Ed.), Directions in 
reading: Research and instruction (pp. 209-214), Tirtieth 
Yearbook of oe National Reading Conferénce. Washington, ne: 


The National Reaatug Conference. - : 7 5 


Pearson, P.D., Hansen, He, & Gordon, Cc. (1979). . The 


‘background knowledge on young children's cémprehensY n of 

éxplicit.and implicit informatign. Journal of Reading». . 
- | Behavior, IG), 87-1 | ee 
Peters, C. (1975-78). The effect of systematic restructuring - 


of material upon the aban eckene lon process. “Reading Research , 
: oe, |e * . na 
- oa a a ‘ . 2 
Quarterly, Li(1), 87-110. ; 3 


5 8? ee Ga - &, a 
* = . Pa s 


Propp, V. (1958). Morph logy of the rOUnanee Internaticrel.” 


can Lit uists, 24 (Part It). : ee, oe 


i ad 
Journal | of 


Ronberg, TAs Stettz, Say. 6 Prayer, | De (smi). Seisction: and EAS, | eee 


‘concept, — Hadison: Wisconein ‘Rasoarch and 


age Bee oh Development Center: Sx Cognitive Learning’ Working Paper 
Nu ie ; : Pega: = S. Re ue 


er ee ing 


_sdiee Bente ich (211298). 


ah a an eae ee ne a 


- ' 
* ‘ . “e 


Stein, B.S., Bransford, J.D., Franks, J.Je, Vye, N.J., & Perfetto, | 


G.A. (1982). Differences in judgments. of learning difficulty. 


Journal_of Experimental Psychology, 111(4), 406-413. ' 
Tabachnick, Bei., Weible, &, & Frayer, D. (3970). Selection and 


\ . analysis of éoctal concepts for inclusion in best GE concept 
attainment. Madison: Wisconsin.Research and Development 
* Carmine for Cognitive Learning. (Working Paper No. $3) 
taylor, be (1982). Texte structure and, children’ 8 ) comprehension 
and menory for exposLtoty material. | Journa) of a 


ee 4G), 323-340. 


> Faylor, Be, & Berkowitz, 8. (1980). -Childred e menoty for narrative 
| - and ane ository texr er. reading. Paper presented at the agnual, Piao 


seartey of the International Reading ' Association, ake louis. 


“Taylor, B., & Samuels, ae (1983). Children’ 8 we of text. ‘atructure 


“tn “the recall of expository mater iate. ‘bnaetc an Educatiofal — aes 
" Retdareh’ Journal, 204), $7 528. - oe om SF : oa Aon 


Thoradyke, Pe (1977). Cognitive structures in comprehension ‘and 


“memory. of narrative discourse. Sogustive Eaycholony, 
TI~L1De aa eae 


eZ vam Di Ak, eats 190). ‘Macrostructares. 


‘Full Text Provided by ERIC 8 


« 


os ae ea re _ Text Structure 
: ° : = e . ‘ . “. : < = < 28. 3 


Posttest Means and Standard Deviations by Text ‘Condition. 
~, Proportion 
of Correct 


bs Frayer Davison Total Davison © Test Grid 
~~ co-Paxt- "Test Score’ «Test Score ~~ Subscore “ . Score Total. 
Condition = ae, a ee 


7 MSR a ae 


* ’ 


as 


20.82 4,86 8.09 3.53 +5.00. 2.41. 16.91: 4.87 


20.40 6.75 10.00 2.40 6.20 1.75. 19.70 4.30 


’ 


(1N25 6.34 .9617,.2.64 5.33 4.92 15.17. 5.83 


19.223.31 8:88 1.69. ‘5.44 1.01 


. 


Table 20 


Tntercorrelations of: 


the Major Dependent Variables’ : , 


CG . 
ENCE 


FullText Provided by ERIC 


” Bait, oe 
Table. 3 


s ‘ 7 


>) Regresdion Effeces:  Prayer-Macro- Test Seore ~~ 


- Sou 


ree of Variance ~ 


Contrast 2° 
: CFHDE vs. F+D-): 


SR MCRSHE 


ees 


BRE Bide fe 
paca 
quem SSA 


5 


session Effects: Davison Micro Subtest 1-Score. 


Radgtagucresobady - : Seon 
eee eee Jie My 4ady 


S 


ERIC: 


FullText Provided by ERIC 


oO: 
ERIC: 


